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FOREWORD 
Declining rates of national population growth, continuing differential 
levels of regional economic activity, and shifts in the migration patterns of 
people and jobs are characteristic empirical aspects of many developed coun- 
tries. In some regions they have combined to bring about relative (and in 
some cases absolute) population decline of highly urbanized areas; in others 
they have brought about rapid metropolitan growth. 
The objective of the Urban Change Task in IIASA's Human Settlements 
and Services Area is to bring together and synthesize available empirical 
ant1 theoretical information on the principal determinants and consequences 
of such urban growth and decline. 
This paper focuses on the repeat moves that many people in the United 
States make during their lifetime. The analysis is based on the capital that 
individuals accumulate in a specific location and on the quality of informa- 
tion that migrants obtain before making their decision to move. The careful 
examination of why people move and the focus on migration sequences make this 
essay a particularly important contribution to our understanding of current 
patterns of migration behavior and spatial population change. 
A list of publications in the Urban Change Series appears at the end 
of this paper. 
Andrei Rogers 
Cha i rman 
Human Settlements 
and Services Area 
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ABSTRACT 
Migration often occurs more than once in an individual's lifetime. Many 
people may move back to the location where they were born after a stay in 
another area, or they may move on to yet another new location. In this paper 
the migrant's location-specific capital and information costs are examined, 
and empirical findings for the United States are presented and discussed. 
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I .  INTRODUCTION 
Most s t u d i e s  of migrat ion i m p l i c i t l y  t r e a t  it a s  a  one-time event ,  
paying no heed t o  t h e  p o s s i b l e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between a  f i r s t - t i m e  move and 
subsequent r epea t  moves. Yet t h e  demographic l i t e r a t u r e  ( e . g . ,  Gold- 
s t e i n ,  1964; Morrison, 1971) has f o r  some t ime noted t h a t  most moves a r e  
no t  people ' s  f i r s t  moves, bu t  r a t h e r  a r e  r epea t  moves--either onward t o  
new loca t ions  o r  back t o  p l aces  where they  l i v e d  before  ( i . e . ,  r e t u r n  
moves ) . 
This  paper focuses  on t h i s  major i ty  of moves and inqu i r e s  i n t o  how 
t h e  people who may p o t e n t i a l l y  make such moves ( i . e . ,  people  who have 
moved before)  choose among t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  of (1)  r e t u r n i n g  t o  a  loca-  
t i o n  where they l i v e d  be fo re ,  ( 2 )  moving on t o  a  new l o c a t i o n ,  and ( 3 )  
s t a y i n g  p u t .  I focus i n  p a r t i c u l a r  on r e t u r n  moves, which a r e  important  
i n  t h e i r  own r i g h t  because they  have the  p o t e n t i a l  of r eve r s ing  long- 
s tanding  migra t ion  s t reams,  such a s  t h e  h i s t o r i c  outf low of black 
migrants from t h e  South o r  t h e  contemporary exodus of migrants from t h e  
i n d u s t r i a l  Northeast i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  
To analyze how people s e l e c t  among these  t h r e e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h e  
human c a p i t a l  model of migra t ion  is  broadened t o  i nco rpo ra t e  t h e  con- 
cep t s  of l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  and information c o s t s .  I then t e s t  
t h e  model using long i tud ina l  micro da t a  f o r  t h e  United S t a t e s  ( t h e  Panel 
Study of Income Dynamics) t h a t  enable one t o  measure migration a t  one- 
year  i n t e r v a l s  and thus de tec t  a  la rge  f r a c t i o n  of a l l  moves t h a t  a r e  
made.* I f i n d  t h a t  t h e  migration of people t o  new loca t ions  conforms 
wi th  r e l a t ionsh ips  long accepted i n  t h e  study of migrat ion,  whereas t h e  
migration of people who re tu rn  s h o r t l y  a f t e r  leaving sometimes cont ra-  
d i c t s  t h e s e  r e l a t ionsh ips .  For example, t h e  negat ive r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between d i s t ance  and migrat ion,  a  near ly  universa l  f inding  of migration 
s t u d i e s ,  does not hold f o r  r e tu rn  migration. 
Sect ion I1 discusses  t h e  conceptual framework, descr ibes  t h e  
hypotheses t e s t e d ,  and explores c e r t a i n  formal s i m i l a r i t i e s  between 
repea t  migrat ion on t h e  one hand and mar i t a l  d i s s o l u t i o n  and job turn-  
over on t h e  o the r .  Sect ion I11 descr ibes  t h e  d a t a  analyzed and how they 
were s t r u c t u r e d .  Sect ion I V  presents  t h e  empir ical  f indings .  The paper 
concludes i n  Sect ion V with a  summary of main f indings  and a discuss ion  
of t h e i r  impl ica t ions ,  including relevance t o  t h e  "one-year - f ive-year  
migration problem" t h a t  has been s tudied  i n  recent  IIASA research  ( e . g . ,  
K i t su l  and Phil ipov,  1980). 
11. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES 
Conceptual Framework 
Our bas i c  model regards a  person (or  family) a s  migrat ing i n  t h e  
"Many s tud ie s  of r e tu rn  migration (Bowman and Myers, 1967; DaVanzo, 
1976; Kau and Sirmans, 1976; Yezer and Thurston, 1976; Long and Hansen, 
1977a and b;  Mi l l e r ,  1977; and Allen,  1979) use aggregate U.S. Census 
d a t a ,  which measure r e tu rn  and o the r  repeat  migrat ion by comparing a  
person ' s  p laces  of residence a t  (1) t h e  time of t h e  census, ( 2 )  f i v e  
years  before  the  census, and ( 3 )  b i r t h .  
expectat ion of being b e t t e r  o f f  by doing s o ;  i . e . ,  t h e  person moves i f  
he be l ieves  t h e  b e n e f i t s  w i l l  exceed t h e  costs.;: Usually t h e  model i s  
s e t  f o r t h  a s  a one-period model--the person has only one opportuni ty t o  
decide whether o r  not t o  migrate  (and i f  s o ,  where). However, i f  we 
want t o  expla in  why people might choose t o  leave p laces  t o  which they 
r ecen t ly  decided t o  move, and i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  why they might move back t o  
places they previously decided t o  leave, t h e  model must be extended t o  a  
mult iperiod framework. In each time period t h e  person decides whether 
he  ill move, and i f  s o ,  where. 
A person moves i n i t i a l l y  because he expects t h e  b e n e f i t s  of t h e  
move t o  outweigh t h e  c o s t s .  He may intend a t  t h e  time t o  remain i n  the  
new loca t ion  f o r  t h e  forseeable  f u t u r e  o r  he may a n t i c i p a t e  moving again 
soon, e spec ia l ly  i f  he i s  moving t o  t h e  new loca t ion  t o  rece ive  school-  
ing  o r  t r a i n i n g ,  o r  t o  undertake a  l imited-term assignment. However, 
not a l l  repea t  moves a r e  preplanned; some a r i s e  because i n i t i a l  moves 
did not  "work out  .I1 
Only with pe r fec t  information and p e r f e c t  fo re s igh t  would t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  i nves to r  i n  migration always weigh c o r r e c t l y  t h e  advantages 
*The b e n e f i t s  of migration include not  only increased earnings arid 
f  rirlge bene f i t s  over one ' s  l i f e t i m e ,  but a l s o  increased nonwage income 
( e . g . ,  higher  wel fare  payments o r  higher  a g r i c u l t u r a l  subs id i e s )  o r  
b e t t e r  amenities ( e . g . ,  a more p leasant  c l ima te ) .  S imi l a r ly ,  t h e  cos t s  
include not  only out-of-pocket expenses f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and moving of 
belongings ( d i r e c t  c o s t s ) ,  but  a l s o  such f a c t o r s  a s  earnings foregone 
while moving and looking f o r  another job (opportuni ty c o s t s ) ;  t h e  psych- 
i c  c o s t s  of leaving f r i e n d s ,  r e l a t i v e s ,  and f ami l i a r  surroundings,  along 
with t h e  monetary and time cos t s  of s t ay ing  i n  touch with those  l e f t  
behind ( e . g . ,  v i s i t s  back); t h e  cos t  of f inancing t h e  investment i n  m i -  
gra t ion ;  t h e  cos t  of acqui r ing  information about moving and about oppor- 
t u n i t i e s  i n  p o t e n t i a l  d e s t i n a t i o n  a reas ;  and losses  i n  t h e  value of 
l oca t ion - spec i f i c  a s s e t s  ( e . g . ,  a  c l i e n t e l e )  whose worth is  t i e d  t o  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  l oca t ion .  
and disadvantages of specific locations or of moving at all. But infor- 
mation is not costless, and uncertainty is a fact of life. The poten- 
tial migrant is assumed to invest in search only as long as the benefits 
of having more information are perceived to outweigh the costs. With 
imperfect information, some investors will overestimate or underestimate 
the net benefits of migrating. 
Since only those who expect the net benefits of migrating to be 
positive will move, initial migration should select against "pessimists" 
(those who underestimate the net returns of migration) and tend to 
involve persons who in general overestimate the net benefits of moving 
(Allen, 1979). Such selectivity should be stronger, the less accurate 
the information about the potential destination is; therefore, the less 
accurate the information, the greater should be the proportion of 
migrants who overestimate the net benefits of moving, and hence are 
likely to be disappointed and prone to move again (Allen, 1979). 
When a person who has migrated recently considers doing so again, 
he should have more information about the moving process in general. 
The information costs of the repeat move should be lower than those of 
the initial move--a learning-by-doing phenomenon (Bowman and Myers, 
1967). In addition, the potential repeat migrant will have a great deal 
of first-hand knowledge about certain potential destinations--locations 
where he lived before. Furthermore, he might have left other forms of 
location-specific capital behind in those locations. Location-specific 
capital is a generic term denoting the diverse factors  hat tie a person 
to a particular place. It refers both to concrete and intangible assets 
whose value would be l o s t ,  c o s t l y  t o  rep lace ,  o r  s t e a d i l y  diminished i f  
t h e  person moved somewhere e l s e :  fo r  example, job s e n i o r i t y ,  an e s i s t -  
ing  c l i e n t e l e  (as  i n  t h e  case  of a  well-regarded doctor  o r  ca rpen te r ) ,  a  
l i cense  t o  p r a c t i c e  a  p a r t i c u l a r  profess ion  i n  a  c e r t a i n  geographic 
a r e a ,  a  nonvested pension, language f luency,  property ownership, per -  
sonal  knowledge of an a r e a ,  and community t i e s  and c l o s e  f r i endsh ips .  
Thus r e tu rn ing  t o  a  p lace  where he l ived  before may enable a  person t o  
recoup one of t he  cos t s  of t h e  i n i t i a l  depar ture  from t h a t  a r ea - - the  
value of l oca t ion - spec i f i c  c a p i t a l  he l e f t  behind. 
When a person who has migrated previously does so again,  he should 
favor some former p lace  of residence because he has loca t ion - spec i f i c  
c a p i t a l  t h e r e .  Other f a c t o r s  ( including length of absence) being t h e  
same, the  more loca t ion - spec i f i c  c a p i t a l  l e f t  behind, t h e  g r e a t e r  should 
be the  propensi ty t o  r e t u r n .  The longer t h e  absence, however, t he  
weaker should be t h e  propensi ty t o  r e tu rn ,  s i n c e  loca t ion - spec i f i c  capi -  
t a l  t y p i c a l l y  deprec ia tes  i n  value." For example, t h e  c a r p e n t e r ' s  c l i e n -  
t e l e  cannot wait  i n d e f i n i t e l y  f o r  him t o  r e tu rn ;  o ld  f r i e n d s  may d i e  o r  
migrate; and, of course,  t h e  value of information about an area  depreci-  
a t e s  as  condit ions t h e r e  change.** 
;?Consistent with t h i s ,  a  number of s t u d i e s  ( e . g . ,  Kiker and Trayn- 
ham, 1974; Ble jer  and Goldberg, 1980; DaVanzo and Morrison, 1981) 
present  evidence showing an inverse  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  l ike l ihood of 
r e tu rn  migration and the  length of t he  i n t e r v a l  of absence. Other pos- 
s i b l e  reasons f o r  t h e  negat ive r e l a t ionsh ip  between r e tu rn  migration and 
i n t e r v a l  of absence a r e  given on page 7 .  
**However, some people who leave an area  may intend a l l  along t o  r e -  
t u r n ,  and may continue t o  inves t  i n  t h e i r  l oca t ion - spec i f i c  c a p i t a l  
t h e r e  t o  keep it from deprec ia t ing .  In developing coun t r i e s ,  f o r  exam- 
p l e ,  people who leave t h e i r  home v i l l a g e  sometimes attempt t o  maintain 
t h e  value of t h e i r  l oca t ion - spec i f i c  c a p i t a l  through frequent  v i s i t s  
back o r  through r e t a i n i n g  ownership of property.  [For example, Speare 
S i m i l a r i t i e s  with Models of Job Turnover and Mar i ta l  D i s so lu t ion  
The conceptual model descr ibed  above, wi th  i t s  emphasis on s p e c i f i c  
c a p i t a l  and information c o s t s ,  resembles t h a t  used i n  analyses  of job 
tu rnover  ( s ee  review by Parsons,  1977) and m a r i t a l  d i s s o l u t i o n  (Becker, 
Landes, and Michael, 1977). I n  a l l  t h r e e  models, imperfect information 
g ives  r i s e  t o  a p o s s i b l e  mismatck-of migran ts  t o  l o c a t i o n s ,  employees t o  
employers, o r  husbands t o  wives.  The l i ke l i hood  of  mismatch is  l a r ~ e r  
t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  information c o s t s ,  a l though even p e r f e c t  information 
would no t  prevent  repea t  moves, job changes, o r  m a r i t a l  d i s s o l u t i o n s . *  
I n  a l l  t h r e e  a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  people accumulate c a p i t a l  t h a t  is 
s p e c i f i c  t o  e i t h e r  a l o c a t i o n ,  a job o r  f i rm,  o r  a spouse, and t h i s  a c t s  
a s  a d e t e r r e n t  t o  changing state.*;k The more s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  they accu- 
mulate i n  a s t a t e ,  t h e  l e s s  l i k e l y  they  should be t o  leave.  Reverse 
causa t ion  i s ,  of course ,  a p o s s i b i l i t y  i n  each case .  People should be 
l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  i nves t  i n  s t a t e - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  ( e . g . ,  t o  buy a home, 
i n v e s t  i n  f i rm-spec i f i c  t r a i n i n g ,  o r  have ch i ld ren )  t h e  l i k e l i e r  they 
a r e  t o  change t h e i r  cu r r en t  s t a t e .  
(1971) found t h a t  only 18 percent  of t h e  Taiwanese migrants i n  h i s  sam- 
p l e  who had been homeowners before  moving so ld  t h e i r  homes when they  
moved. Also s e e  Nelson (1976).  1 Indeed, t h e  person may " c i r c u l a t e "  
between h i s  home v i l l a g e  and a c i t y  i n  o rde r  t o  ga in  some o r  a l l  of t h e  
b e n e f i t s  of t h e  l a t t e r  l oca t ion  while  r e t a i n i n g  those  of t h e  former 
(Hugo, 1979).  
*A repea t  move, job change, o r  m a r i t a l  d i s s o l u t i o n  might be a n t i c i -  
pa ted  i f  t h e  t ime pa ths  of n e t  b e n e f i t  streams a s soc i a t ed  with a l t e r n a -  
t i v e  op t ions  c rossed .  Ant ic ipa ted  changes a r e  undoubtedly more l i k e l y  
i n  t h e  migrat ion and job turnover  cases  ( e . g . ,  moves fol lowing a term i n  
m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e s  o r  completion of c o l l e g e ,  o r  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  s a b b a t i -  
c a l  l eaves)  than  i n  t h e  marr iage/divorce ca se ,  where presumably few d i s -  
s o l u t i o n s  a r e  a n t i c i p a t e d  a t  t h e  o u t s e t .  
*;\The term " s t a t e "  i s  used he re  i n  t h e  genera l  r a t h e r  than  t h e  geo- 
g raph ic  sense .  
F i n a l l y ,  f o r  a l l  t h r e e  app l i ca t ions ,  empir ica l  evidence has been 
found of a  s t rong  negat ive  r e l a t ionsh ip  between dura t ion  i n  a  s t a t e  and 
t h e  l ike l ihood of leaving  it .  This may be due t o  any of s eve ra l  causes: 
t h e  e a r l y  de tec t ion  and co r rec t ion  of "mismatches," p r i o r  t o  an in t en -  
s i v e  investment i n  s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l ;  t h e  accumulation over t ime of 
s t a t e - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  t h a t  d e t e r s  people from leaving t h a t  s t a t e ;  o r  
t h e  e a r l y  depar ture  of people more prone t o  leave a  s t a t e , "  leaving 
behind an increas ingly  s e l e c t i v e  sample of t hose  l e s s  prone t o  leave.;$* 
However, migrat ion d i f f e r s  from job turnover  and marriageldivorce 
i n  two important r e spec t s .  F i r s t ,  i n  job turnover  and marriage/divorce,  
t h e r e  a r e  two a c t i v e  decisionmakers--employee and employer, husband and 
wife--whereas (family cons idera t ins  as ide- -see  Mincer, 1 9 7 8 )  i n  migra- 
t i o n ,  t h e r e  is  only one. ( I t  should be noted, however, t h a t  because 
employment and migrat ion a r e  c lose ly  r e l a t e d ,  employers a t  d e s t i n a t i o n  
may p lay  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  r o l e  i n  t h e  migrant 's  dec i s ion . )  Second, t h e r e  
is no meaningful counterpar t  t o  t h e  r e tu rn  migration opt ion  i n  t h e  case  
of job turnover  o r  marr iage/divorce.*~~* I n  our model, t h e  loca t ion-  
s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  i n  a  p lace  where people l i ved  before  may draw them back 
i f  they choose t o  move again ,  and t h i s  o f t en  happens. 
*This higher  propens i ty  could be due e i t h e r  t o  an i n t r i n s i c a l l y  
higher  p r o b a b i l i t y  ( e . g . ,  wanderlust i n  t h e  case  of migrat ion)  o r  t o  
gene ra l ly  lower search  c o s t s  o r  t h e  possession of l e s s  s t a t e - s p e c i f i c  
c a p i t a l  ( e . g . ,  t h e  migrat ion of co l lege  p ro fes so r s ) .  
**For t h e  migrat ion case,  a t  l e a s t ,  we would add a  fou r th  item t o  
t h e  l i s t :  t h e  deprec ia t ion  over t ime of l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  i n  a  
previous a rea  of residence.  
**Returning t o  a  previous employer, remarrying a  previous spouse, 
re turn ing  t o  t h e  s t a t e  of being s i n g l e  (as  opposed t o  immediate remar- 
r i a g e  t o  someone e l s e ) ,  and r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  following a  m a r i t a l  separa-  
t i o n  a r e  poss ib l e ,  but  most of them r a r e l y  occur .  
In short, the formal properties of return and other repeat migra- 
tion have meaningful counterparts in other demographic and social 
processes where decisions depend partly on information costs and on 
state-specific capital. 
Hypotheses Tested 
The concept of location-specific capital implies several hypotheses 
about migration generally, and about return and other repeat migration 
in particular (the latter being our focus here): 
(1 )  The more location-specif ic  capi ta l  a person has a t  t he  
current residence, the  l e s s  l i k e l y  he should be t o  leave. 
We test this hypothesis by examining the relationship between the likel- 
ihood of repeat migration and one especially salient indicator of 
location-specific capital: whether or not the person owned the house he 
occupied before the move in question." 
( 2 )  When a person who hos migrated previously does so again, he 
should favor some former place o f  residence because he has lo- 
cat ion-speci f ic  capital  there. Other th ings  (including length 
of  absence) being the  same, the  more locat fon-speci f ic  cap i ta l  
t ha t  i s  l e f t  behind, the  greater s&ouZd be t he  propensity t o  return.  
We test this hypothesis by inquiring whether, when length of 
absence is held constant, people who moved in the recent past are more 
likely to return the more location-specific capital they had in their 
original location. In our empirical analysis, our indicators of 
location-specific capital before the initial move include a dummy vari- 
"There is the possibility here of reverse causation. People who 
plan to stay in the new location may be more likely to buy homes (and to 
invest in other forms of location-specific capital). 
a b l e  i n d i c a t i n g  whether t h e  person owned a  home i n  t h e  a r e a  where he 
l i v e d  o r i g i n a l l y  ( i . e . ,  before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move) and a  v a r i a b l e  measur- 
i ng  t h e  number of yea r s  he r e s ided  i n  t h e  dwell ing u n i t  where he l i v e d  
be fo re  t h e  i n i t i a l  move." 
( 3 )  Since most location-specific capital  depreciates i n  value 
over time, the at tract ion of location-specific capital  i n  
drawing people back t o  a pZace where they l ived before should 
weaken as the interval of absence lengthens. 
To t e s t  hypothesis  3 ,  we examine whether t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
our  p a r t i c u l a r  i n d i c a t o r s  of l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  
l o c a t i o n  and t h e  l i ke l i hood  of a  pe r son ' s  r e t u r n i n g  t h e r e  weakens as  t h e  
i n t e r v a l  of absence lengthens.  
The concept of imperfect  information leads  t o  t h e  fol lowing 
hypothes i s :  
( 4 )  The sounder the information on which the migrant based h is  
i n i t i a l  move, the l e s s  prone he s b u l d  be t o  move again. 
The more c l o s e l y  t h e  outcome of t h e  i n i t i a l  move accords wi th  p re -  
move expec t a t i ons ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  it i s  t h a t  t h e  migrant w i l l  be s a t i s -  
f i e d  and want t o  s t a y  a t  t h e  new location."" 
;+In a  companion paper (DaVanzo and Morrison, 1981) we show t h a t ,  a t  
each i n t e r v a l  of absence, t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of a  r e t u r n  move i s  always a t  
l e a s t  twice  a s  high i f  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r e t u r n  d e s t i n a t i o n  is  t h e  a r e a  
where t h e  person grew up ( a  p l ace  where he presumably has more 
l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  than  i n  o t h e r  a r e a s ) .  I n  t h e  p re sen t  s t udy  we 
r e s t r i c t  ou r  sample t o  people who a r e  a t  r i s k  t o  only one r e t u r n ;  hence, 
n e a r l y  a l l  t h e  r e t u r n  moves considered here  a r e  back t o  p l aces  where t h e  
migrants  grew up. 
**An except ion would be r e t u r n  and o t h e r  r epea t  moves t h a t  were pre-  
planned and a r e ,  hence, no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  r e s u l t  of imperfect  informa- 
t i o n .  We cannot determine whether o r  not  each repea t  move i n  our d a t a  
was preplanned.  However, we do c o n t r o l  i n  our  empir ica l  a n a l y s i s  f o r  
one major ca tegory  of moves t h a t  presumably were foreseen--moves by peo- 
p l e  leav ing  m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e .  
Although we lack d i r e c t  measures of t h e  soundness of migrat ion 
information,  we do have s e v e r a l  i n d i r e c t  i n d i c a t o r s  of t h i s .  One is  t h e  
person ' s  educa t ion ,  an i n d i c a t o r  of t h e  q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  of informa- 
t i o n  t h e  person has about oppor tun i t i e s  elsewhere.  We assume a  p o s i t i v e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between educat ion and information,  due both t o  t h e  supe r io r  
a b i l i t y  of educated people t o  process  information e f f i c i e n t l y  ( s ee  
Schul tz ,  1975, and re fe rences  t h e r e i n ) ,  and t o  t h e i r  tendency t o  compete 
f o r  jobs i n  labor  markets t h a t  a r e  na t iona l  i n  scope,  f o r  which informa- 
t i o n  is a v a i l a b l e  through t r a d e  journa ls ,  p ro fe s s iona l  meetings,  and t h e  
l i k e  (Schwartz, 1973). 
Another i n d i c a t o r  of information examined h e r e  i s  t h e  d i s t a n c e  - of 
t h e  person ' s  i n i t i a l  move. To t h e  ex ten t  t h a t  t h e  c o s t s  of information 
- - 
about a l t e r n a t i v e  oppor tun i t i e s  a r e  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  d i s t a n c e  
t o  those  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  t h e  f u r t h e r  t h e  i n i t i a l  move, t h e  l e s s  r e l i a b l e  
should be t h e  information on which it was based. Migrants who move a  
hundred miles  should have e a s i e r  repeated access  t o  f i r s t - h a n d  informa- 
t i o n  than  those  who move a thousand mi les .  Moves based on l e s s  r e l i a b l e  
information should be l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  prove "success fu l , "  making a  subse- 
quent "cor rec t ive"  move more l i k e l y  (Yezer and Thurston,  1976). 
We a l s o  examine dummies i nd i ca t i ng  t h e  pe r son ' s  employment s t a t u s  
before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move and before  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r epea t  move. Unemploy- 
-- ---- -
ment o r  underemployment a f t e r  t h e  i n i t i a l  move ( i . e . ,  before  t h e  poten- 
t i a l  repea t  move) presumably was an unintended consequence of t h e  i n i -  
t i a l  move and can be assumed t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  migrant would not con- 
s i d e r  t h a t  move t o  have been succes s fu l .  Unemployment before  t h e  i n i -  
t i a l  move may have prompted t h a t  move and may have a f f e c t e d  t h e  manner 
i n  which t h e  person gathered information p r i o r  t o  making t h e  i n i t i a l  
move. On t h e  one hand, unemployed people have more t ime t o  s ea rch ;  on 
t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  stigma of  unemployment ( l abe l ed  a s  a  "lemon") o r  
f i n a n c i a l  p r e s su re  may l i m i t  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  do s o  e f f e c t i v e l y .  Fur th-  
ermore, unemployed people have l i t t l e  o r  no j ob - spec i f i c  c a p i t a l  t o  t i e  
them t o  an a rea .  
Our f i n a l  hypothesis  i s :  
(51 The poorer the labor-market opportunities i n  the place  here the 
migrant formerly l ived, the less  l i ke l y  he should be t o  return there. 
To t e s t  t h i s  hypothes i s ,  we consider  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  
l i k e l i h o o d  of r e t u r n  migrat ion and t h e  unemployment r a t e  i n  t h e  a rea  of 
res idence  before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move. The v a r i a b l e  we use r e f e r s  t o  t h e  
t ime before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move. (We would have p r e f e r r e d  t o  measure t h e  
economic condi t ions  a t  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r e t u r n  d e s t i n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  t ime 
immediately before  t h e  r epea t  move--and, i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t o  consider  t h e  
e f f e c t  of  changes i n  t hose  condi t ions  s i n c e  t h e  person l e f t  t h a t  
loca t ion- -but  t hose  d a t a  were no t  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a l l  p o t e n t i a l  
r e t u r n e e s . )  
111. DATA, SAMPLE, AND ESTIMATION TECHNIQUE 
Data 
The d a t a  used here  a r e  from t h e  Univers i ty  of Plichiganfs 1968-75 
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), which provides  e i g h t  yea r s  of 
d a t a  on over 5000 f ami l i e s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s . "  These d a t a  enable  one 
t o  examine sequences of moves (wi th in  which ind iv idua l  moves can be 
i n t e r p r e t e d )  and t o  measure migrat ion a t  one-year i n t e r v a l s ,  thereby 
d e t e c t i n g  a  l a r g e  f r a c t i o n  of a l l  moves t h a t  a r e  made. 
For t h e  purposes of t h i s  s tudy  t h e  PSID d a t a  have been r e s t r u c t u r e d  
s o  t h a t  t h e  u n i t s  of a n a l y s i s  a r e  "person-yearl '  observations.** 
A person-year r ep re sen t s  one year  i n  a  pe r son ' s  l i f e  dur ing  which he i s  
a t  r i s k  t o  migrate  and may o r  may not  move. Our sample c o n s i s t s  of 
person-year observa t ions  dur ing  which t h e  person was t h e  head of  a  fam- 
i l y ,  f o r  which a t  l e a s t  one a d d i t i o n a l  year  of  information i s  a v a i l a b l e  
( t o  show whether o r  not he moved t h e  fol lowing year).*:"* 
Although it is p o s s i b l e  with t h e  PSID d a t a  t o  analyze migra t ion  
down t o  a  county l e v e l ,  a  somewhat l a r g e r  aggregat ion i s  employed he re .  
Counties have been combined i n t o  Standard Metropol i tan S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 
(SMSAs) and nonmetropolitan S t a t e  Economic Areas (SEAs), a r e a s  t h a t  
approximate labor  markets i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  Henceforth,  when I  
11 I1 I 1  I I  
r e f e r  t o  "move, migra t ion ,"  o r  a r e a ,  I  am us ing  t h e  terms wi th  
r e f e r ence  t o  SMSAs and nonmetropolitan SEAs. 
D e f i n i t i o n  of Moves 
In  t h e  PSID, sample members' a r e a  of res idence  i s  recorded annual ly  
between 1968 and 1975. The a r ea  where t h e  person l i v e d  when "growing 
up" a l s o  i s  recorded, bu t  i t s  p r e c i s e  po in t  i n  chronologica l  t ime cannot 
*As noted below, t h e  sample used he re  i s  cons iderab ly  sma l l e r .  
**For t e c h n i c a l  d e t a i l s  on our r e s t r u c t u r i n g  of t h e  d a t a ,  s e e  
DaVanzo and Morrison (1978, Appendix). 
*+*The PSID oversampled f ami l i e s  with low incomes, and hence. t h e  d a t a  
a r e  not  s t r i c t l y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of a l l  U.S. family heads.  
be a sce r t a ined  (except t h a t  it l o g i c a l l y  f a l l s  e a r l i e r  i n  t h e  sequence 
of l i f e  even t s ) .  I r e f e r  t o  t h i s  e a r l i e r  l oca t ion  a s  t h e  person ' s  "o r i -  
g in . "  The e igh t -yea r  res idence  h i s t o r y ,  along with information on t h e  
o r i g i n  ( the  a r ea  of res idence  a t  an i n d e f i n i t e l y  e a r l i e r  po in t  i n  l i f e ) ,  
enables  us t o  i d e n t i f y  and c l a s s i f y  moves over  each one-year i n t e r v a l  as  
f  01 lows : 
(1)Primary move. Defined as a f i r s t  move between y e a r s  t and t + 1 
by a person who has grown up i n  and (while t racked  by t h e  PSID) re -  
mained i n  t h e  same a rea  through year  t .  No more than  29 percent  of 
t h e  annual ly recorded moves between 1968 and 1975 i n  t h e  PSID d a t a  a r e  
primary (DaVanzo and Morrison, 1981) .* 
(2)Retw"n move. Defined as a move between 1968 and 1975 back t o  a 
p lace  where t h e  person l i ved  previous ly  ( e i t h e r  h i s  o r i g i n  o r  a l oca t ion  
inhabi ted  between 1968 and 1973). Twenty-six percent  of t h e  moves 
recorded annual ly between 1968 and 1975 i n  t h e  PSID d a t a  a r e  r e t u r n  
moves. We can i d e n t i f y  two (not mutually exc lus ive)  types  of r e t u r n  
moves : 
(2a)Shor t - in te rva l  rebm move. Defined as a move between 1969 and 
1975 back t o  an a r e a  where t h e  person previous ly  l i v e d  i n  any 
year  between 1968 and 1973. An i n t e r v a l  of absence, o r  migra- 
t i o n  i n t e r v a l  (MI), is a s soc i a t ed  with each s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  
r e t u r n  move. The maximum poss ib l e  MI t h a t  we observe i n  our  
d a t a  is  s i x  years  (an i n i t i a l  move i n  1968-69 and a r e t u r n  move 
*This is  doubt less  an overes t imate .  Since we cannot a s c e r t a i n  pre-  
vious res idences  (and hence previous moves) between o r i g i n  and 1968, 
some repea t  moves a r e  undoubtedly m i s c l a s s i f i e d  a s  primary. 
i n  1974-75). S ix teen  percent  of t h e  moves recorded annual ly  
between 1969 and 1975 i n  t h e  PSID d a t a  (and 62 percent  of t h e  
r e t u r n  moves) a r e  s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n s .  
(2b) Origin return move. Defined as a move between 1968 and 1975 
back t o  t h e  a r e a  where t h e  person grew up. An o r i g i n  r e t u r n  
may a l s o  be a  s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n ,  of course ,  a s  when a  
n a t i v e  of A l eaves  A i n  1969 and r e t u r n s  i n  1970. For o r i g i n  
r e t u r n s  t h a t  a r e  no t  s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n s  ( "or ig in  onlyt '  
r e t u r n s ) ,  t h e  migra t ion  i n t e r v a l  i s  inde te rmina te ,  but  i s  
l i k e l y  t o  be q u i t e  long,  e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  o lde r  a d u l t s .  One- 
f i f t h  of  t h e  annual ly  recorded moves between 1968 and 1975 (and 
over  t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  of t h e  r e t u r n  moves) i n  our  d a t a  a r e  
r e t u r n s  t o  o r i g i n ;  t h r e e - f i f t h s  of t h e  s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n  
moves between 1969 and 1975 i n  t h e  PSID d a t a  a r e  a l s o  r e t u r n s  
t o  o r i g i n .  
( 3 )  Ozward move. Defined as any nonre turn  r e p e a t  move, i .e . ,  a  
move whose d e s t i n a t i o n  ( so  f a r  a s  can be determined) does no t  d u p l i c a t e  
a  previous a r e a  of r e s idence .  Onward moves, l i k e  r e t u r n  moves, have a  
migra t ion  i n t e r v a l .  (Once aga in ,  t h e  longes t  s p e c i f i c  MI we can d e t e c t  
he re  is  six y e a r s . )  Fo r ty - f ive  percent  o f  t h e  moves between 1968 and 
1975 i n  t h e  PSID d a t a  a r e  onward moves. 
Hypothet ical  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  of  each type  of move a r e  shown i n  Table 
1. 
In  t h i s  s tudy  we e s t ima te  a m u l t i v a r i a t e  model exp la in ing  s h o r t -  
i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n  moves and s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  onward moves, which t o g e t h e r  
--
account f o r  t h e  ma jo r i t y  of moves recorded i n  t h e  PSID d a t a .  We have 
Table  1 
H y p o t h e t i c a l  I l l u s t r a ~ i o n s  of Noves and Migra t ion  I n t e r v a l s  ("1) 
L o c a t i o n  of R e s i d e n c e  i n :  
Type of 
Move I l l u s t r a t e d  O r i g i n  1 9 6 8  1969 1 9 7 0  1 9 7 1  1972 1 9 7 3  1974 1 9 7 5  
P r i m a r y  move A  A  A - B  B B  B 
S h o r t - i r , t e r v a l  r e t u r n  move 
  MI=^-+ 
M I  = 1 ( a l s o  t o  o r i g i n )  A A A  -1 A  A  A  A  
M I  = t! (no t  a l s o  t o  A  B C C C C 
o r i g i n )  
c ~ B I  
6 M I  i n d e t e r m i n a t e  
O r i g i n  v n l y  r e t u r n  move A  B  B A  A  A  
MI=2 7 
Onward move ( s h o r t  i n t e r v a l )  A  A B  -1 C C C C 
SOURCE: DaVanzo and Morrison (.1951) 
r e s t r i c t e d  o u r  sample t o  pe r son-year  o b s e r v a t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  a t  r i s k  t o  
o n l y  a  s i n g l e  s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n ,  i . e . ,  pe r son-year  o b s e r v a t i o n s  p r e -  
ceded by e x a c t l y  one move." 
"This r e s t r i c t i o n  e n a b l e s  us  t o  avo id  t h e  c o m p l i c a t i o n s  t h a t  a r i s e  
when some o b s e r v a t i o n s  a r e  a t  r i s k  t o  one r e t u r n  and o t h e r s  a r e  a t  r i s k  
t o  m u l t i p l e  r e t u r n s .  The r e s t r i c t i o n  means t h a t  we c o n s i d e r  around 
t h r e e - f i f t h s  of  a l l  of  t h e  s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n  moves r e g i s t e r e d  i n  our  
d a t a  set ;  n e a r l y  a l l  of t h e s e  s h o r t - i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n s  a r e  a l s o  r e t u r n s  t o  
o r i g i n .  (We a l s o  c o n s i d e r  a  few c a s e s  a t  r i s k  t o  o n l y  one s h o r t -  
i n t e r v a l  r e t u r n  whose "o r ig in1 '  i s  unknown.) 
Since t h e  migrat ion i n t e r v a l  ( i n t e r v a l  of absence) plays an impor- 
t a n t  r o l e  i n  our hypotheses,  and s ince  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  becomes more com- 
p lex  when it i s  not  con t ro l l ed ,  we subdivide our sample i n t o  observa- 
t i o n s  a t  r i s k  t o  repea t  moves a f t e r  a one-year migrat ion i n t e r v a l  
(MI=l), on which we have 564 observat ions,  and those  a t  r i s k  t o  repeat  
moves with a two- t o  s ix-year  i n t e r v a l  (MI=2-6), f o r  which n=790; we 
es t imate  s e p a r a t e  equat ions f o r  each subsample. I d e a l l y ,  we would have 
looked a t  each migration i n t e r v a l  s epa ra t e ly ,  but t h e  sample s i z e s  
beyond MI=2 a r e  t o o  small  t o  permit th is . ;$  
A given indiv idual  may appear more than once i n  t h e  MI=2-6 sample."" 
(For example, t h e  person who does not r e tu rn  a t  MI=2 i n ,  say ,  1971 w i l l  
then be a t  r i s k  t o  r e t u r n  with MI=3 i n  1972, and w i l l  appear again i n  
t h e  MI=2-6 sample a s  long a s  we have information on h i s  1973 loca t ion . )  
The 790 observat ions f o r  t h e  MI=2-6 sample a r e  on 331 ind iv idua l s .  Of 
these  331 ind iv idua l s ,  10.9 percent  returned and 16.9 percent  moved 
onward wi th in  t h e  MI=2-6 per iod .  (These t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  average annual 
p r o b a b i l i t i e s  of 4.6 percent  f o r  MI=2-6 r e t u r n  and 7 . 1  percent  f o r  
*The number of observat ions becomes progress ive ly  smaller  t h e  
longer t h e  migrat ion i n t e r v a l ,  f o r  t h e  following reasons.  People who 
moved between 1968 and 1969 a r e  a t  r i s k  t o  r e t u r n  wi th  MI=1 between 1969 
and 1970. S imi lar ly ,  people who moved between 1973 and 1974 a r e  a t  r i s k  
t o  an MI=1 r e t u r n  between 1974 and 1975. Hence we have observat ions f o r  
s i x  s e t s  of years  on MI=1 migrat ion.  However, we have only one s e t  of 
observat ions on people a t  r i s k  t o  MI=6 migration--only people who moved 
between 1968 and 1969 and who had not  returned t o  t h e  1968 loca t ion  by 
1974 a r e  a t  r i s k  t o  an MI=6 r e t u r n  (which would occur between 1974 and 
1975). Furthermore, when a person r e tu rns  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  p lace ,  he i s  
no longer a t  r i s k  t o  r e t u r n  t h e r e .  Thus, from a given cohort  of i n i t i a l  
movers--say, 1968-69 movers--the number a t  r i s k  t o  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  1968 
loca t ion  sh r inks  a s  t h e  migrat ion i n t e r v a l  increases .  For both of t hese  
reasons, our  MI=2-6 sample is biased  toward s h o r t e r  migration i n t e r v a l s .  
*To my knowledge, s t a t i s t i c a l  techniques do not  y e t  e x i s t  t o  handle 
error-components problems i n  a polytomous choice context .  
fII=2-6 onward migrat ion.  ) 
A l l  i nd iv idua l s  represen ted  i n  t h e  MI=2-6 sample were a l s o  i n  t h e  
MI=] sample (and a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  t h e r e  a s  HI=l s t a y e r s )  . Of t h e  e n t i r e  
MI=1 sample- - i . e . ,  a l l  people who moved f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t ime  t h e  preceding 
year--12.6 percent  re turned  t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  l oca t ion  and 15 percent  moved 
onward by t h e  fol lowing year .  Thus, i n  our  sample 28 pe rcen t  of those  
who moved one yea r  moved aga in  t h e  n e x t ,  and of those  who d i d n ' t  move 
then ,  a t  l e a s t  28 percent  made a repea t  move before  s i x  yea r s  had 
passed." Thus, n e a r l y  h a l f  of t h e  primary moves i n  our d a t a  a r e  followed 
by a repea t  move wi th in  t h e  fol lowing two t o  s i x  yea r s .  
Es t imat ion  Technique 
I n  Sect ion I V  we p re sen t  equat ions es t imated  by t h e  maximum l i k e l i -  
hood polytomous o r  multinomial l o g i t  technique,  a l s o  known a s  "condi- 
t i o n a l  l o g i t . "  Each c o e f f i c i e n t ,  , shows how a change i n  a v a r i a b l e ,  
'j 
X a f f e c t s  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of choosing a l t e r n a t i v e  j r e l a t i v e  t o  some j ' 
o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e .  I n  t h i s  s tudy  we consider  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  of mak- 
i n g  a r e t u r n  move o r  an onward move r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  of no t  
migra t ing  aga in .  The genera l  form of t h e  equat ion i s :  
where j ( k )  indexes a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  i indexes i n d i v i d u a l s ,  J is  t h e  t o t a l  
number of choices  f ac ing  each i n d i v i d u a l ,  and X is  t h e  v e c t o r  of 
"This is undoubtedly an underest imate  s i n c e  we do not  observe a l l  
migrants  f o r  a f u l l  s i x  years  fol lowing t h e i r  i n i t i a l  moves. 
J 
explanatory v a r i a b l e s ;  C P . ( j )  = 1 f o r  each i. In  t h e  equat ions 
1 J=l 
est imated below, t h e  value of each explanatory v a r i a b l e  X ( e . g . ,  educa- 
t i o n a l  a t ta inment )  i s  t h e  same over  a l l  j f o r  each ind iv idua l .  The 
e f f e c t  of each X is allowed t o  d i f f e r  between r e t u r n i n g  and moving 
onward r e l a t i v e  t o  s t a y i n g .  
IV. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
The r e s u l t s  of our  polytornous l o g i t  e s t ima t ion  a r e  presen ted  i n  
Table 2 .  
Locat ion-Spec i f ic  C a p i t a l  Before t h e  Repeat Move 
Loca t ion - spec i f i c  c a p i t a l  accumulated i n  t h e  cu r r en t  l o c a t i o n  i s  
indexed here  by home ownership. I n  Table 2 we s e e  t h a t ,  c o n s i s t e n t  with 
Hypothesis 1, t h e  more l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  a  person has (gauged 
he re  by whether o r  no t  t h e  person owns t h e  home he p r e s e n t l y  occupies )  
t h e  l e s s  l i k e l y  he i s  t o  leave t h i s  new loca t ion ,  e i t h e r  t o  move onward 
o r  t o  r e tu rn . "  The d e t e r r e n t  e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  i s  
always s t ronge r  f o r  people  who have l i v e d  i n  t h e  new l o c a t i o n  f o r  two t o  
s i x  years  t han  f o r  those  who have l i v e d  t h e r e  f o r  j u s t  one yea r  ( t h e  
c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  not  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from zero  f o r  t h e  l a t t e r ) .  
Thus l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  appears t o  more f i rmly  t i e  t h e  migrant t o  
*As poin ted  ou t  e a r l i e r  t h e  causa t ion  may ruri t h e  o the r  way a s  
w e l l ;  i . e . ,  t hose  who i n i t i a l l y  i n t end  t o  s t a y  may be more l i k e l y  t o  buy 
homes than  those  who a r e  not  y e t  committed t o  s t ay ing .  
Other i n d i c a t o r s  of  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  examined--e.g. ,  a  
dummy i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  presence of r e l a t i v e s  nearby be fo re  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
repea t  move--were a l s o  nega t ive ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  of r e p e a t  
migra t ion ,  though t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  were no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  5 per- 
c e n t  l e v e l .  
Table  2 
Polytomous Logit Equations Explaining Choice of Staying,  
Returning, o r  Moving Onward, By Migration I n t e r v a l  (MI) 
-- -- p-~~ 
EXPLANATJRY VARIABLES 
Location--Specific Capita 2 
Before Repeat Move 
Own House ( D P  b 
Before Initial Move 
Ovn House (D) 
Dura~ion of Residence in 
Dwelling Unit (years) 
Distnncr of Initial Move 
(logarithm of miles) 
Dnp2oyncvt'~tutus 
Before Initial Move 
Unemployed (D) 
Area Unemployment Pate ( I )  





Mean of Dep. Var. 
I Log Likr lihood Sample Size 
NOTES : 
See text for a description of the estimation technique. 
Unless othervise uoted, explanatory variables are measured at the time of the survey before the repeat move. 
-- - 
OD - dummy variable. 
bl%ese variables are measured at the time of the survey before the initial move. They are only defined for persons 
whose characteristics we observe the year before the initial move. The sample here includes Some "split-offs" for 
whom we observe location of residence before the initial move, but not their characteristics (see Appendix of 
DaVanzo and Morrison. 1978). For split-offs, the before-initialmove variables are all zero. To adjust for this, 
a split-off dummy.is included. Thus. the before-initial-m~ve variables and coefficients are only defined and 
relevant for the sample of nonsplit-offs. 
Migration 
C~mployed. but desiring to work more hours. 






0.147 ( 2.95) 
-0.0575 - 1 2 1  
0.183 ( 1.60) 
2.03 ( 3.76) 
-0.0760 (-0.88) 
0.486 ( 0.99) 
0.758 ( 2.39) 
1.23 ( 2.20) 
0.385 ( 0.76) 
-2.40 (-2.34) 
Interval (MI) 
M - 2 - 6  
%ilitary starus is not reported in the 1968. 1969, and 1970 PSID burveya. For these years, the 'military dummy was 
set equal to zero and a missing data dumy (not reported here) vas included to correct for this. 
- 1 
ONWARD 
Coef f t 
-0.513 (-1.02) 
0.310 ( 0.56) 
0.00281 ( 0.05) 
0.157 ( 2.71) 
0.162 ( 1.37) 
1.04 ( 1.58) 
0.169 ( 2.13) 
0.745 ( 1.36) 
0.642 ( 1.74) 
1.44 ( 2.57) 
0.927 ( 1.72) 
-6.30 
RETURN 
Coef f t 
-1.61 (-2.55) 
0.0565 ( 0.08) 
0.0731 ( 1.35) 
0.0387 ( 0.59) 




0.358 ( 0.81) 
1.95 ( 2.95) 
-0.420 (-0.63) 
-3.59 (-2.58) 
'This variable is excluded because 2 or fewer people fell in the type-of-moveld~~my-1 category. 
ON WARD 
Coef f t 
-0.956 (-2.35) 
0.383 ( 0.79) 
0.0159 ( 0.37) 
0.0607 ( 1.15) 
0.212 ( 1.81) 
-0.0534 (-0.05) 
0.00858 ( 0.10) 
e e 
-1.10 (-1.98) 
1.38 ( 7.21) 
0.324 ( 0.65) 
-4.37 (-3.98) 
his new location the longer he has lived there. 
Location-Specific Capital Accumulated Before the Initial Move at the 
Potential Return Destination 
Hypothesis 2 suggests that, other things being the same, people who 
become returnees should possess more location-specific capital in the 
place they return to than do those who could return but do not. Thus, 
we expect the coefficients of the variables measuring location-specific 
capital before the initial move to be ,positive in explaining return 
migration. Moreover, from Hypothesis 3, we expect these coefficients to 
be larger for MI=1 than for MI=2-6, because most location-specific capi- 
tal depreciates the longer one is away. 
Consistent with Hypothesis 2, the longer the person lived at the 
pre-initial move dwelling (a proxy for the length of time he lived in 
that location), the likelier he is to return to that location. Con- 
sistent with Hypothesis 3, the Duration of Residence coefficient is 
highly significant in explaining MI=1 return migration, but is smaller 
and less significant for MI=2-6 return migration. That is, the pull of 
location-specific capital at the initial location appears to lessen as 
the interval of absence lengthens and this capital depreciates. 
Contrary to expectation, however, the coefficient of our other 
indicator of location-specific capital before the initial move--whether 
the person owned the home he lived in before moving--is significantly 
negative for MI=1 returnees. This implies that, other things being the 
same, persons who owned their homes before initially moving are less 
likely to return than those not owning homes before leaving the area. 
This relationship could well reflect a more deliberate and final deci- 
s ion  t o  leave  by those  persons who inclirred t h e  t r a n s a c t i o n  c o s t s  neces-  
s a r y  t o  s e l l  a home before  they  l e f t  an area.:': For persoris who d id  no t  
face t h i s  c o s t ,  depa r tu re  would be l e s s  c o s t l y  and more e a s i l y  "undone" 
by r e tu rn ing .  However, i f  t h i s  i s  t h e  c a s e ,  t h i s  same s e l e c t i v i t y  argu- 
ment could be app l i ed  equa l ly  wel l  t o  our  o t h e r  measures of l oca t ion -  
s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  be fo re  t h e  i n i t i a l  move, making our  p r e d i c t i o n  about 
t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e i r  n e t  e f f e c t  on r e t u r n  migra t ion  ambiguous.** 
Education 
For MI=l r epea t  migrants ,  educa t iona l  a t ta inment  i s  a  c r i t i c a l  
v a r i a b l e  i n f luenc ing  whether t h e  person r e t u r n s  o r  migrates  onward. The 
more educated t h e  migrant ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  l i ke l i hood  t h a t  a  new ( r a t h e r  
t han  t h e  prev ious)  a r e a  w i l l  be chosen a s  t h e  destination.;\;\* The h igh ly  
s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between educat ion and t h e  l i ke l i hood  
of f l I= l  onward migrat ion ( r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  of no t  moving 
a g a h ) ,  means t h a t  MI=1 onward migrants a r e  doubly s e l e c t e d .  Primary 
migra t ion  i s  s e l e c t i v e  of t h e  more h igh ly  educated of t h e  popula t ion  a t  
*We cannot determine from t h e  PSID d a t a  whether t h e  person s o l d  h i s  
home when he l e f t  t h e  i n i t i a l  l o c a t i o n ,  bu t  our empir ica l  r e s u l t s  sug- 
g e s t  t h a t  t h i s  is  usua l ly  t h e  ca se .  
**In r e s t r i c t i n g  our working sample t o  persons a t  r i s k  t o  only one 
r e t u r n ,  we u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y  l im i t ed  i t  almost exc lus ive ly  t o  persons 
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whose p o t e n t i a l  r e t u r n  d e s t i n a t i o n  i s  t h e i r  "o r ig in ,  a  p l ace  where t hey  
a r e  l i k e l y  t o  have a  l a rge  q u a n t i t y  of l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l .  Ex- 
panding t h e  sample t o  inc lude  observa t ions  a t  r i s k  t o  mu l t i p l e  r e t u r n s  
should in t roduce  a  he te rogene i ty  t h a t  would provide a  s t r o n g e r  t e s t  of 
t h e  draw of l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  i n  previous l o c a t i o n s .  Also, 
perhaps a  combined a n a l y s i s  of t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  move i n i t i a l l y  and t h e  
dec i s ion  t o  move aga in  could he lp  d i s en t ang le  t h e  two opposing e f f e c t s  
o f  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  l o c a t i o n .  
***Similar r e s u l t s  emerge i n  ~ i l l e r ' s  (1977) a n a l y s i s  of aggrega te  
census d a t a .  Deaton and Anschel (1974) a l s o  f i n d  r e t u r n  migra t ion  t o  be  
s e l e c t i v e  of t h e  l e s s  educated among outmigran ts .  
l a r g e ,  and MI=1 i s  s e l e c t i v e  of t h e  most h igh ly  educated of t h e s e .  This 
r e s u l t ,  t oge the r  with t h e  f a c t  t h a t  onward migrants tend t o  be young 
(because primary migrants  a r e  young), sugges ts  t h a t  flI=l onward migra- 
t i o n  may incude a  number of i nd iv idua l s  search ing  f o r  an opt imal  loca-  
t i o n  a f t e r  l eav ing  c o l l e g e .  
The nega t ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between educat ion and t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  of 
MI=1 r e t u r n  migra t ion  (again r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  of no t  moving 
again)  is nea r ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  10-percent l e v e l  and obviously 
d i f f e r s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of educat ion wi th  flI=l 
onward migra t ion .  The MI=1 r e t u r n e e ,  t hen ,  i s  an except ion t o  t h e  gen- 
e r a l  r u l e  t h a t  t h e  propens i ty  t o  migrate  i s  higher  f o r  more h igh ly  edu- 
ca t ed  persons.  Our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e  information on which less 
educated persons base t h e i r  i n i t i a l  moves may be more l i m i t e d  and, 
hence, t h e i r  moves may be l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  prove and more 
l i k e l y  t o  eventua te  i n  a  subsequent "cor rec t ive"  r e t u r n  move." 
For migrat ion i n t e r v a l s  of two t o  s i x  yea r s ,  educat ion has no s i g -  
n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on whether a  person s t a y s ,  r e t u r n s ,  o r  moves onward. A s  
i n  t h e  case of MI=1 migran ts ,  t h e  more educat ion a  person has ,  t h e  more 
l i k e l y  he i s  t o  move on t o  a  new loca t ion ;  however, t h e  magnitude of t h e  
e f f e c t  is cons iderab ly  sma l l e r  f o r  MI=2-6 than  f o r  MI=l, and is no t  s i g -  
n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from ze ro .  
"Our conc lus ion  t h a t  moves i n  MI=1 r e t u r n  move sequences seem t o  be 
based on l e s s  r e l i a b l e  information is c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  DaVanzo and 
  orris on's (1978) f i nd ing  t h a t ,  compared with MI=1 onward migran ts ,  MI=1 
r e t u r n  migrants  a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  have a n t i c i p a t e d  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  and 
repea t  moves, a r e  l e s s  e f f e c t i v e  p l anne r s ,  and a r e  l e s s  cau t ious .  Addi- 
t i o n a l  support  f o r  t h e  i n v e r s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between information and t h e  
l i ke l i hood  of r e t u r n  migra t ion  is  B l e j e r  and Goldberg's (1980) f i n d i n g  
t h a t  immigrants t o  I s r a e l  who were provided wi th  subs id ized  information 
before  moving were less l i k e l y  t o  subsequent ly  leave  I s r a e l .  
Distance of  I n i t i a l  Move 
Perhaps t h e  most provocat ive r e s u l t  of our  m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  
concerns t h e  r o l e  of d i s t a n c e ,  a v a r i a b l e  t h a t  has been ex t ens iv l ey  s t u -  
d i ed  i n  e a r l i e r  migra t ion  research .  The f i rmly  e s t a b l i s h e d  "d is tance-  
decay" r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  whereby t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of migra t ing  diminishes  t h e  
f u r t h e r  t h e  d i s t a n c e  of t h e  move, proves t o  have a noteworthy except ion 
i n  t h e  case  of r e t u r n  migra t ion .  
We have included t h e  d i s t a n c e  of t h e  i n i t i a l  move ( i n  logari thm of 
miles  t o  allow f o r  d imin ish ing  marginal c o s t )  a s  a proxy f o r  t h e  i n f o r -  
mation c o s t  of t h e  i n i t i a l  move. Our hypothesis  is  t h a t ,  s i n c e  informa- 
t i o n  c o s t s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  i nc rease  with d i s t a n c e ,  i n i t i a l  moves may be 
based on p rog re s s ive ly  l e s s  r e l i a b l e  information t h e  longer  t h e i r  d i s -  
t ance .  Accordingly, longer -d is tance  moves may be more s u s c e p t i b l e  t o  
f a i l u r e  and, hence, more l i k e l y  t o  r equ i r e  a subsequent c o r r e c t i v e  move, 
e i t h e r  back t o  t h e  previous l oca t ion  o r  on t o  a new one. Our r e s u l t s  
a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h i s  hypothes i s .  The longer  t h e  d i s t a n c e  of t h e  i n i -  
t i a l  move, t h e  l i k e l i e r  it is  t o  be followed by e i t h e r  a r e t u r n  move o r  
an onward move." The p o s i t i v e ,  and u s u a l l y  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  
d i s t a n c e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  bo th  r e t u r n  and onward migrat ion suggest  t h a t  
longer d i s t a n c e  moves a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be succes s fu l  and t h a t  t h e  sub- 
"The d i r e c t  c o s t  of a r e t u r n  move is  a l s o  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  
d i s t a n c e ,  which i n  i t s e l f  should r e s u l t  i n  a nega t ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between d i s t a n c e  and r e t u r n  migrat ion.  Thus, our  p o s i t i v e  d i s t a n c e  
c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  r e t u r n  migra t ion  means t h a t  t h e  information e f f e c t  i s  
s t ronge r  than  t h e  d i r e c t  c o s t  e f f e c t  (Allen,  1979) .  
Another p o s s i b l e  explana t ion  f o r  t h e  p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
t h e  d i s t a n c e  of t h e  i n i t i a l  move and t h e  l i ke l i hood  of  r e t u r n i n g  i s  
t h a t ,  whereas f requent  v i s i t s  "back home" may be an acceptab le  s u b s t i -  
t u t e  f o r  moving back i n  t h e  ca se  of sho r t -d i s t ance  i n i t i a l  moves, they  
a r e  l e s s  f e a s i b l e  f o r  longer -d is tance  i n i t i a l  moves. 
sequent "correc t ive"  moves may take  t h e  form of e i t h e r  r e tu rn  o r  onward 
moves. For FlI=l, r e tu rn  moves a re  somewhat more l i k e l y ,  but t h e  oppo- 
s i t e  i s  t r u e  fo r  NI=2-6." 
The p o s i t i v e  d i s t ance  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  r e tu rn  migration means t h a t ,  
f o r  t h i s  type of migrat ion,  t h e  p robab i l i t y  of a  subsequent move i s  not 
diminished, but r a the r  i s  increased ,  t h e  more d i s t a n t  t he  d e s t i n a t i o n .  
The c r e d i b i l i t y  of t h i s  exception t o  t h e  usual  "distance-decayu r e l a -  
t i onsh ip  i s  enhanced by two cons idera t ions .  F i r s t ,  t h i s  exception 
der ives  from ind iv idua l - l eve l  da ta  on in t e r l abor  market moves measured 
over a  one-year i n t e r v a l ,  which d e t e c t  a  l a rge  f r a c t i o n  of a l l  moves 
made. Second, o the r  s t u d i e s  have de tec ted  it e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  
i n d i r e c t l y :  see Yezer and Thurston (1976), DaVanzo (1976), Long and 
Hansen (1977a)--al l  of which use aggregate census da ta  (which measure 
r e tu rns  as i n t e r d i v i s i o n a l  moves i n  a  f ive-year  i n t e r v a l  back t o  one ' s  
b i r thplace) - -and  DaVanzo ( i n  p r e s s ) .  
The c o e f f i c i e n t s  i n  Table 2  themselves t e l l  us nothing about t he  
d i s t ance  (or  d i r e c t i o n )  of onward moves, which could be, among o the r  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  (1) f u r t h e r  moves i n  t h e  same d i r e c t i o n  as  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
move; (2) sho r t  co r rec t ive  moves following long i n i t i a l  moves; o r  ( 3 )  
near- re turns  t o  t h e  o r i g i n  of t he  i n i t i a l  move. However, an examination 
of our da t a  suggests t h a t  none of t hese  th ree  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  
*Our MI=2-6 r e s u l t  i s  cons i s t en t  with Al l en ' s  (1979) f ind ing ,  
(based on aggregate census da ta )  t h a t  t he  p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
the  l ike l ihood of an onward move and t h e  d i s t ance  of t h e  i n i t i a l  move i s  
s t ronge r  than t h e  p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  d i s t ance  of t h e  i n i -  
t i a l  move and the  l ike l ihood of a  r e t u r n  move. Allen hypothesizes t h a t  
t h i s  is  because t h e  d i r e c t  cos t  of a  r e tu rn  move i s  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  
t o  t h e  d i s t ance  of t h e  i n i t i a l  move, while t h e r e  i s  no necessary r e l a - ,  
t i onsh ip  between t h e  d i s t ance  of t he  i n i t i a l  move and t h e  d i r e c t  cos t  of 
an onward move. 
predominates. The average d i s t a n c e  of onward moves is  nea r ly  t h e  same 
a s  t h e  average d i s t a n c e  of t h e  i n i t i a l  moves they  follow." Moreover, t h e  
average d i s t a n c e  between t h e  d e s t i n a t i o n  of t h e  onward move and t h e  o r i -  
g i n  of t h e  i n i t i a l  move ( i . e . ,  a comparison of A and C i n  an ABC 
sequence of res idences)  i s  approximately equal  t o  t h e  average d i s t ances  
of t h e  i n i t i a l  move and of t h e  onward move,*+ sugges t ing  t h a t  t h e  t h r e e  
p laces  of  res idence  i n  an onward-move sequence ( t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  i n i -  
t i a l  move, d e s t i n a t i o n  of t h e  i n i t i a l  move/origin of t h e  onward move, 
and d e s t i n a t i o n  of t h e  onward move) a r e ,  on t h e  average, loca ted  a t  t h e  
v e r t i c e s  of a nea r ly  e q u i l a t e r a l  t r i a n g l e .  
Employment S t a tus  
Unemployment be fo re  t h e  i n i t i a l  move is  a f requent  precursor  of 
MI=l repea t  migrat ion.  Persons a t  r i s k  t o  MI=l repea t  migrat ion who 
were unemployed before  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  moves a r e  much l i k e l i e r  t o  move 
again t h e  next year  (and e s p e c i a l l y  t o  r e t u r n )  than  a r e  those  who were 
not  unemployed before  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  move. Twenty-four percent  of even- 
t u a l  MI=1 r e t u r n  migrants and 11 percent  of eventua l  NI=1 onward 
migrants i n  our sample were unemployed a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  survey before  
t h e i r  i n i t i a l  move, a s  opposed t o  j u s t  3 .6  percent  of persons who moved 
i n i t i a l l y  but then s tayed  p u t .  Perhaps t h e  immediate pressure  of unem- 
ployment r e s u l t e d  i n  a l e s s  c a r e f u l  search  among a l t e r n a t i v e  d e s t i n a -  
t i o n s .  Unemployment before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move i s  unre l a t ed  t o  t h e  
*MI=1 onward moves a r e  on t h e  average nea r ly  20 percent  longer than 
t h e  i n i t i a l  moves they  follow (754 miles a s  opposed t o  631 m i l e s ) .  
MI=2-6 onward moves a r e  near ly  20 percent  s h o r t e r  than  t h e  i n i t i a l  moves 
they follow (514 miles  a s  opposed t o  621 mi l e s ) .  
**568 miles f o r  MI=1 and 577  miles f o r  MI=2-6. 
l ike l ihood of PlI=2-6 repea t  migration." 
Being unemployed a f t e r  t h e  i n i t i a l  move a l s o  appears t o  inf luence  
subsequent migration dec is ions  f o r  MI=l repeat  migrat ion,  though i t s  
e f f e c t  i s  s t ronge r  f o r  onward migrat ion.  Underemployment a f t e r  t h e  i n i -  
t i a l  move a l s o  induces subsequent moves a f t e r  a  one-year i n t e r v a l  of 
absence (though it has no s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on NI=2-6 r e tu rn  migrat ion 
and appears t o  discourage MI=2-6 onward migra t ion) .  Thus, a t  l e a s t  f o r  
MI=1, d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with t h e  consequences of one move ( i n a b i l i t y  t o  
ob ta in  employment o r  t o  ob ta in  acceptable employment) appears t o  be a  
cause of t h e  next move.** 
To t e s t  hypothesis 5 ,  t h e  unemployment r a t e  i n  t h e  a rea  of 
residence before t h e  i n i t i a l  move (measured here a t  t h e  time before t h e  
i n i t i a l  move) is included a s  a  proxy f o r  labor-market condi t ions  a t  t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  d e s t i n a t i o n  of r e tu rn .  I t s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  p o s i t i v e  c o e f f i c i e n t  
f o r  MI=1 onward migration and negat ive  (though i n s i g n i f i c a n t  o r  bare ly  
s i g n i f i c a n t )  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  MI=1 and MI=2-6 r e tu rn  migration a r e  con- 
s i s t e n t  with our hypothesis  t h a t  t h e  l e s s  promising t h e  job market con- 
d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  a rea  of p o t e n t i a l  r e t u r n ,  t h e  l e s s  l i k e l y  a  person is  t o  
r e tu rn  t h e r e  and t h e  more l i k e l y  he i s  t o  s e l e c t  an a l t e r n a t i v e  des t ina -  
t i o n  i f  he chooses t o  move again.**t 
*None of t h e  MI=2-6 re turnees  i n  our sample were unemployed before 
t h e i r  i n i t i a l  moves. 
*These r e s u l t s  a r e  cons i s t en t  with B le j e r  and   old berg's (1980) 
f ind ing  t h a t  unemployment (and a l s o  withdrawal from t h e  labor  force)  be- 
f o r e  t h e  repeat  move has a  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n  t o  repeat  m i -  
g r a t i o n  from I s r a e l  ( t h e i r  explanatory va r i ab le  is t h e  d i f f e rence  
between ac tua l  and expected unemployment). These r e s u l t s  a r e  a l s o  con- 
s i s t e n t  with ~anderkamp's  (1971, 1972) da ta  f o r  Canada, which suggest 
t h a t  people a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  r e t u r n  during recess ions .  
*ki(?n regress ions  not  presented he re ,  I a l s o  included t h e  a rea  unem- 
ployment r a t e  before  t h e  repeat  move and found t h a t  persons whose i n i -  
t i a l  move has taken them t o  an area  wi th  a  r e l a t i v e l y  high unemployment 
In  add i t ion  t o  t h e  unemployment and underemployment va r i ab le s  j u s t  
d iscussed ,  Table 2  includes an add i t iona l  i nd ica to r  of employment 
s t a t u s :  A dummy t h a t  equals 1 i f  t h e  person was i n  t h e  Armed Forces 
before the  repea t  move i s  included t o  con t ro l  f o r  t r a n s f e r s  within and 
separa t ions  from m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e ,  which a r e  un l ike ly  t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  
many of t h e  va r i ab le s  suggested by our hypotheses.%\ In Table 2  we s e e  
t h a t  a l l  types of repeat  migration a re  s t rong ly  s e l e c t i v e  of persons i n  
m i l i t a r y  se rv ice .  The m i l i t a r y  c o e f f i c i e n t  is  l a r g e s t  and most s i g n i f i -  
cant  f o r  MI=2-6 r e t u r n  migrat ion,  presumably r e f l e c t i n g  r e tu rn  moves 
a f t e r  a  term of duty i n  the  se rv ice .  However, t h e  s i z a b l e  and s i g n i f i -  
cant  m i l i t a r y  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  MI=2-6 onward migration suggests  t h a t  a  
number of people move on t o  a  new place  a f t e r  completing t h e i r  m i l i t a r y  
s e r v i c e  (though it i s  poss ib l e  t h a t  some of these  onward moves a r e  
t r a n s f e r s  wi th in  t h e  Armed Forces) .  
r a t e  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  r e tu rn  than those who moved t o  an area  with 
b e t t e r  job prospects ,  though n e i t h e r  t h e  MI=1 nor t h e  MI=2-6 r e l a t i o n -  
sh ip  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  conventional l e v e l s .  However, t h e  a rea  unemploy- 
ment r a t e  i n  t h e  cu r ren t  loca t ion  i s  negat ive ly  (and s i g n i f i c a n t l y )  r e -  
l a t e d  t o  t h e  l ike l ihood of onward migrat ion.  This implies  t h a t  recent  
a r r i v a l s  t o  an a rea  a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  leave t h a t  a rea  t o  move on t o  a  
new loca t ion ,  t h e  lower t h e  p robab i l i t y  i s  of f ind ing  a  job i n  t h e i r  
cu r ren t  loca t ion .  This may be due t o  a  queuing f o r  jobs i n  higher-wage 
a reas ,  s ince  area  unemployment r a t e s  and area  wage l eve l s  tend t o  be po- 
s i t i v e l y  co r re l a t ed .  And, of course,  t h e r e  is  t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  ex- 
t e n t  t o  which t h e  o v e r a l l  a rea  unemployment r a t e  appropr ia te ly  measures 
t h e  l ike l ihood t h a t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  migrant w i l l  ob ta in  a  job (F ie lds ,  
1976; DaVanzo, 1980). 
"Movement within t h e  m i l i t a r y  i s  ou t s ide  t h e  scope of our model. 
However, people leaving t h e  armed se rv ices  might be drawn back t o  
loca t ion - spec i f i c  c a p i t a l  a t  t h e i r  preserv ice  loca t ion .  Less than 7 
percent  of our MI=1 sample and l e s s  than 3 percent  of our MI=2-6 obser-  
va t ions  a r e  on people i n  the  Armed Forces. 
Other Explanatory Variables  
The equat ions i n  Table 2 a l s o  include a  " s p l i t - o f f "  dummy, which 
equals  1  i f  t h e  person was no t  a  head of household before  t h e  f i r s t  move 
but  had "split  o f f "  t o  become a  household head by t h e  time of t h e  survey 
a f t e r  t h e  f i r s t  move. The gene ra l l y  p o s i t i v e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  of t h e  
s p l i t - o f f  dummy i n d i c a t e  t h a t  persons whose f i r s t  move was a  s p l i t - o f f  
from t h e  household where they  were l i v i n g  before  t h e  move (o f t en  young 
a d u l t s  leaving t h e i r  pa ren t s '  homes) appear l i k e l y  t o  move again t h e  
fol lowing yea r ,  e s p e c i a l l y  onward t o  a  new loca t ion ."  Never the less ,  only 
t h e  MI=1 onward c o e f f i c i e n t  is s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
The nega t ive  and s i g n i f i c a n t  c o e f f i c i e n t s  of t h e  i n t e r c e p t s  f o r  
r e t u r n  and onward migrat ion i n d i c a t e  t h a t ,  when a l l  o the r  explanatory 
v a r i a b l e s  included i n  t h e  equat ion a r e  held cons t an t ,  recent  a r r i v a l s  t o  
an a r ea  a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  move (again)  than  t o  s t a y ,  and a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  
l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  move on t o  a  new location."" 
;\This dummy i s  a l s o  "cor rec t ingM f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  v a r i a b l e s  meas- 
ured before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move a r e  not  observed f o r  s p l i t - o f f s  ( see  foo t -  
no t e  b  of Table 2 ) .  
'*The equat ions presen ted  here  do not include age, s ex ,  mar i t a l  
s t a t u s ,  o r  wage r a t e s ,  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  have been s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  
t o t a l  migrat ion i n  previous ana lyses .  Return and onward migrat ion r a t e s  
do no t  e x h i b i t  much v a r i a t i o n  by t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  v a r i a b l e s .  This  may be 
because our sample--recent  migran ts - - i s  a l ready  s e l e c t e d  according t o  
t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s ,  which appear no t  t o  p l ay  an a d d i t i o n a l  r o l e  i n  d e t e r -  
mining who moves aga in .  
The reason fo r  not  cons ider ing  wages i s  d i f f e r e n t .  Many empir ica l  
s t u d i e s  of o v e r a l l  migrat ion have shown wage l e v e l s  i n  t h e  cu r r en t  a r ea  
and i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  a r ea s  t o  be important in f luences  on t h e  propens i ty  t o  
move and t h e  choice of d e s t i n a t i o n .  Accordingly, it is l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  r e t u r n  migrant compares expected earn ings  s t reams i n  t h e  
cu r r en t  l o c a t i o n ,  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r e t u r n  l oca t ion ,  and a l l  o t h e r  pos s ib l e  
l oca t ions  when dec id ing  whether t o  move aga in ,  and i f  s o ,  whether t o  r e -  
t u r n  o r  t o  move on t o  a  new loca t ion .  cons ide ra t i on  of t h e  r o l e  of 
wages i n  i n f luenc ing  t h e s e  dec i s ions  was beyond t h e  scope of t h e  presen t  
s tudy  f o r  s e v e r a l  reasons:  
(1) The PSID d a t a  on wages r e f e r  t o  t h e  ca lendar  year  (January t o  
December) preceding t h e  in te rv iew i n  ques t i on ,  which usua l ly  took p lace  
V .  CONCLUSIONS 
Most analyses t h a t  employ t h e  human c a p i t a l  model of migrat ion 
i m p l i c i t l y  t r e a t  migrat ion as  i f  it were a  once-and-for-al l  event ,  an 
investment t h a t  is  undertaken i f  t h e  l i f e t i m e  b e n e f i t s  exceed t h e  cos t s .  
However, t h e  major i ty  of moves a r e  not people ' s  f i r s t  moves but  a r e  
repea t  moves, e i t h e r  on t o  new loca t ions  o r  back t o  p laces  where they  
l ived  before .  Indeed, i n  our d a t a ,  ha l f  t h e  people who f i r s t  moved in  
t h e  survey per iod  moved again wi th in  t h e  next two t o  s i x  years .  I n  t h i s  
s tudy,  we have extended t h e  human c a p i t a l  framework t o  apply t o  r e t u r n  
and onward migrat ion by incorpora t ing  t h e  concepts of information cos t s  
and loca t ion - spec i f i c  c a p i t a l .  
Our r e s u l t s  a r e  broadly cons i s t en t  with t h e  propos i t ion  t h a t  t h e  
l e s s  r e l i a b l e  the  information on which t h e  i n i t i a l  move i s  based, t h e  
more l i k e l y  it i s  t o  be followed by a  subsequent "correc t ive"  move. 
Consistent  wi th  t h i s  we f ind  t h a t ,  whether t h e  i n t e r v a l  of absence is  
i n  t h e  spr ing .  Because we do not  know exact ly  when between interviews 
t h e  indiv idual  moved, it is o f t e n  impossible t o  sepa ra t e  pre-move from 
post-move wages. A simple example i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  problem. For a  per -  
son who, say,  moved between 1968 and 1969 and then  again between 1969 
and 1970, wages i n  1968 (as  repor ted  i n  t h e  1969 survey) could have been 
received e n t i r e l y  before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move o r  mostly a f t e r  it, depending 
on when between t h e  1968 and 1969 surveys t h e  indiv idual  moved. Even 
some wages i n  1969 (as  repor ted  i n  t h e  1970 survey,  more than  a  year  
a f t e r  t h e  i n i t i a l  move) may have been received before  t h e  i n i t i a l  
(1968-69) move. On t h e  o the r  hand, it i s  poss ib l e  t h a t  some (or  even 
most) of t h e  1969 wages were received a f t e r  t h e  repea t  (1969-70) move. 
( 2 )  Even i f  we could unambiguously measure wages a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  l o -  
c a t i o n  before t h e  i n i t i a l  move, a t  the-  des t ina t ion-of  t h e  i n i t i a l  
move/origin of t h e  repea t  move, and a t  t h e  new o r  r e t u r n  loca t ion  a f t e r  
t h e  repeat  move, t h e r e  is  t h e  problem of cha rac te r i z ing  t h e  wage streams 
t h e  migrant expected i f  he s tayed ,  re turned ,  o r  moved on t o  a  new loca-  
t i o n .  Only one of t h e s e  choices i s  a c t u a l l y  made and, even then,  expec- 
t a t i o n s  may not  be f u l f i l l e d .  
For prel iminary evidence suggest ing t h a t  people who chose not t o  
r e t u r n  may have done s o  because of poor oppor tun i t i e s  i n  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
r e t u r n  d e s t i n a t i o n ,  see  Long and Hansen (1977a) and DaVanzo ( i n  p r e s s ) .  
one year  o r  two t o  s i x  yea r s ,  t h e  longer t h e  d i s t a n c e  of t h e  i n i t i a l  
move, t h e  more l i k e l y  it is t o  be followed by a  r e t u r n  o r  onward move. 
(We hypothesize t h a t  because information c o s t s  t end  t o  i nc rease  with 
d i s t a n c e ,  longer -d is tance  moves may be based on l e s s  r e l i a b l e  informa- 
t i o n . )  Also c o n s i s t e n t  with t h e  p ropos i t i on  is  our  f i nd ing  t h a t  t h e  
l e s s  educated,  who a r e  hypothesized t o  have l e s s  information a v a i l a b l e ,  
a r e  t h e  most l i k e l y  t o  r e t u r n  w i th in  a  year  o r  s o  of l eav ing .  Moreover, 
i n i t i a l  moves apparen t ly  pressured  by unemployment, which may have p re -  
cluded a  c a r e f u l  search  among a l t e r n a t i v e  d e s t i n a t i o n s ,  a r e  q u i t e  l i k e l y  
t o  be followed by r e t u r n  moves. 
However, only t hose  migrants  who r e t u r n  promptly conform t o  t h i s  
" f a i l u r e "  s t e r eo type  of a  person whose i n i t i a l  move was not  c a r e f u l l y  
thought o u t .  I n  our  sample, t hose  who re turned  a f t e r  more prolonged 
absences were as  h igh ly  educated a s  o the r s  a t  r i s k  of r e tu rn ing ,  and 
none of them were unemployed before  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  moves. 
By c o n t r a s t  wi th  people who r e t u r n  qu ick ly  a f t e r  depa r t i ng ,  onward 
migrants ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t hose  who move again t h e  year  fol lowing t h e i r  i n i -  
t i a l  move, a r e  more h igh ly  educated than o the r s  a t  r i s k .  Also, MI=1 
onward migrants  a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  than  MI=l r e tu rn  migrants  t o  have been 
unemployed before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move. However, P1I=l onward migrants  a r e  
more l i k e l y  t h a n  r e tu rn  migrants  t o  have been unemployed before  t h e  
repea t  move. 
These r e s u l t s  suggest  t h a t  MI=1 r e t u r n  moves may be t h e  r e s u l t  of a  
chain of events  t h a t  began be fo re  t h e  i n i t i a l  move and may be due i n  
p a r t  t o  poor planning of t h a t  i n i t i a l  move. By c o n t r a s t ,  onward moves 
appear much more l i k e l y  t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  events  occu r r ing  a f t e r  t h e  i n i -  
t i a l  move. 
We hypothesized t h a t  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  accumulated by 
recent  a r r i v a l s  i n  a  new loca t ion  should d e t e r  them from moving again,  
whi le  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  i n  t h e  previous l oca t ion  might draw them 
back. Our f i nd ings  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  with t h e  f i r s t  hypothes i s - - recent  
a r r i v a l s  who buy homes a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  move again--but  evidence on 
t h e  second hypothesis  is  mixed. Proxies  f o r  some types  of l oca t ion -  
s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  l oca t ion  ( l eng th  of occupancy i n  t h e  
dwell ing u n i t  be fo re  t h e  i n i t i a l  move) appear t o  draw people  back, while  
o t h e r s  (home ownership be fo re  t h e  i n i t i a l  move) appear t o  have t h e  oppo- 
s i t e  e f f e c t .  The nega t ive  r e s u l t  i n v i t e s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
People who l e f t  an a r ea  d e s p i t e  having l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  t h e r e  
may have made a  more d e l i b e r a t e  dec i s ion  t o  leave  than t h o s e  whose 
depa r tu re  was l e s s  cos t l y .*  Indeed, t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is c o n s i s t e n t  
with t h e  genera l  p i c t u r e  t h a t  seems t o  be emerging here :  t h a t  t h e  moves 
i n  a r ap id  return-move sequence a r e  l e s s  c a r e f u l l y  planned and a r e  
perhaps p a r t  of a  t r i a l - a n d - e r r o r  information-gather ing process .  
The i s s u e s  d i scussed  i n  t h i s  paper have important imp l i ca t i ons  f o r  
t h e  design and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of migrat ion ana lyses .  S ince  t h e  major i ty  
of moves made i n  a  given year  a r e  not f i r s t  moves, it is  important t o  
exp la in  why people move again.  We have shown t h a t  t o  do s o ,  we must 
*This same argument could be appl ied  t o  d i s t a n c e  a l so- - those  who 
chose t o  move long d i s t ances  may have made more d e l i b e r a t e  dec i s ions  t o  
move than  those  whose moves were l e s s  cos t l y - -bu t  t h e  evidence is  not  
c o n s i s t e n t  with t h i s .  I  surmise t h a t  t h e  reason w e  f i n d  t h e  nega t ive  
r e s u l t  f o r  some forms of  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  at  t h e  i n i t i a l  loca-  
t i o n  and not  f o r  d i s t a n c e  is  t h a t  t h e  migrant knows what he  is g iv ing  up 
when he decides  t o  s eve r  h i s  t i e s  wi th  t h e  i n i t i a l  l o c a t i o n ,  bu t  he may 
11 be l e s s  c e r t a i n  about what he is  g e t t i n g  in to"  when he moves t o  a  d i s -  
t a n t  l oca t ion .  
distinguish between the alternatives of (1) returning to a place where 
the person lived before and (2) moving onward to a new location. Furth- 
ermore, interval of absence is an important conditioning variable. When 
we distinguish between these two types of repeat moves by interval of 
absence, many of the relationships that emerge (e.g., with education or 
distance) are drastically different from those described when no such 
distinction is made. This suggests that studies that look at overall 
migration suffer from considerable aggregation bias. 
Related to this, it is precisely the most "exceptional" moves (MI=l 
return moves) that are most likely to go undetected in census-type meas- 
ures (which gauge migration over multi-year intervals). Any return move 
has the intrinsic effect of cancelling an earlier move." Migrants whose 
migration sequences entail a self-cancelling return may appear as nonmi- 
grants in a census-type measure. This sizable degree of "camouflaged" 
movement arises in part because return moves are disproportionately con- 
centrated in the first few years after the initial move in a sequence. 
The self-cancelling nature of MI=1 return migration probably explains 
why the exceptional aspects of MI=1 return migration are not evident in 
analyses of U.S. Census data (which are biased toward long-interval 
return moves)."" Indeed, analyses of five-year migration rates can be 
expected to underestimate the effect of (personal) unemployment on 
"DaVanzo and Morrison (1981) estimate that a migration measure that 
compares residences at the begi~ing and end of a five-year period (as 
does the U.S. Census) misses roughly one-third of annually measured 
moves of people observed over the five successive years. Half of these 
undetected moves are self-cancelling initial and return moves; the other 
half are moves in onward repeat move sequences. 
**For example, Long and Hansen (1977b) find that "of those (born in 
the South) who leave, the most highly educated are the most likely to 
return. " 
t i a l  move. 
We hypothesized t h a t  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  accumulated by 
recent  a r r i v a l s  i n  a  new loca t ion  should d e t e r  them from moving aga in ,  
whi le  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  i n  t h e  previous l oca t ion  might draw them 
back. Our f i nd ings  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  with t h e  f i r s t  hypothes i s - - recent  
a r r i v a l s  who buy homes a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  move again--but  evidence on 
t h e  second hypothesis  is  mixed. Proxies  f o r  some types  of l oca t ion -  
s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  l oca t ion  ( l eng th  of occupancy i n  t h e  
dwell ing u n i t  be fo re  t h e  i n i t i a l  move) appear t o  draw people  back, whi le  
o t h e r s  (home ownership before  t h e  i n i t i a l  move) appear t o  have t h e  oppo- 
s i t e  e f f e c t .  The nega t ive  r e s u l t  i n v i t e s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
People who l e f t  an a r ea  d e s p i t e  having l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  t h e r e  
may have made a  more d e l i b e r a t e  dec i s ion  t o  l eave  than  those  whose 
depa r tu re  was l e s s  c o s t l y . *  Indeed, t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is  c o n s i s t e n t  
with t h e  genera l  p i c t u r e  t h a t  seems t o  be emerging here:  t h a t  t h e  moves 
i n  a r ap id  return-move sequence a r e  l e s s  c a r e f u l l y  planned and a r e  
perhaps p a r t  of a  t r i a l - a n d - e r r o r  information-gather ing p roces s .  
The i s s u e s  d i scussed  i n  t h i s  paper have important imp l i ca t i ons  f o r  
t h e  des ign  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of migra t ion  ana lyses .  S ince  t h e  ma jo r i t y  
of moves made i n  a  given year  a r e  no t  f i r s t  moves, it is  important t o  
exp la in  why people  move aga in .  We have shown t h a t  t o  do s o ,  we must 
*This same argument could be appl ied  t o  d i s t a n c e  a l so - - those  who 
chose t o  move long d i s t a n c e s  may have made more d e l i b e r a t e  dec i s ions  t o  
move t h a n  those  whose moves were less cos t ly - -bu t  t h e  evidence is  not  
c o n s i s t e n t  with t h i s .  I surmise t h a t  t h e  reason we f i n d  t h e  nega t ive  
r e s u l t  f o r  some forms of  l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  l oca -  
t i o n  and not  f o r  d i s t a n c e  is  t h a t  t h e  migrant knows what he is  g iv ing  up 
when he dec ides  t o  sever  h i s  t i e s  wi th  t h e  i n i t i a l  l o c a t i o n ,  bu t  he may 
be l e s s  c e r t a i n  about what he is I tge t t ing  in to"  when he moves t o  a  d i s -  
t a n t  l o c a t i o n .  
d i s t i n g u i s h  between t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  of (1)  r e t u r n i n g  t o  a  p lace  where 
t h e  person l i v e d  be fo re  and (2 )  moving onward t o  a  new loca t ion .  Furth-  
ermore, i n t e r v a l  of absence is  an important cond i t i on ing  v a r i a b l e .  When 
we d i s t i n g u i s h  between t h e s e  two types  of repea t  moves by i n t e r v a l  of 
absence, many of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h a t  emerge ( e . g . ,  wi th  educat ion or  
d i s t a n c e )  a r e  d r a s t i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from those  descr ibed  when no such 
d i s t i n c t i o n  is made. This  sugges ts  t h a t  s t u d i e s  t h a t  look a t  o v e r a l l  
migrat ion s u f f e r  from cons iderab le  aggregat ion b i a s .  
11 Related t o  t h i s ,  it i s  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  most excep t iona lM moves (MI=1 
r e t u r n  moves) t h a t  a r e  most l i k e l y  t o  go undetected i n  census- type meas- 
ures  (which gauge migrat ion over  mul t i -year  i n t e r v a l s ) .  Any r e t u r n  move 
has t h e  i n t r i n s i c  e f f e c t  of  c a n c e l l i n g  an e a r l i e r  move." Migrants whose 
migrat ion sequences e n t a i l  a  s e l f - c a n c e l l i n g  r e t u r n  may appear a s  nonmi- 
g ran t s  i n  a  census- type measure. This  s i z a b l e  degree of t'camouflaged't 
movement a r i s e s  i n  p a r t  because r e t u r n  moves a r e  d i sp ropor t i ona t e ly  con- 
cen t r a t ed  i n  t h e  f i r s t  few yea r s  a f t e r  t h e  i n i t i a l  move i n  a  sequence. 
The s e l f - c a n c e l l i n g  n a t u r e  of MI=1 r e t u r n  migrat ion probably expla ins  
why t h e  except iona l  a spec t s  of MI=1 r e t u r n  migrat ion a r e  no t  ev ident  i n  
ana lyses  of U.S. Census d a t a  (which a r e  b iased  toward long - in t e rva l  
r e t u r n  moves).** Indeed, ana lyses  of f ive-year  migra t ion  r a t e s  can be 
expected t o  underest imate  t h e  e f f e c t  of (persona l )  unemployment on 
"DaVanzo and Morrison (1981) e s t ima te  t h a t  a  migra t ion  measure t h a t  
compares res idences  a t  t h e  beginning and end of a f i ve -yea r  per iod  ( a s  
does t he .U .S .  Census) misses roughly one - th i rd  of annual ly  measured 
moves of  people  observed over  t h e  f i v e  success ive  yea r s .  Half of t h e s e  
undetected moves a r e  s e l f - c a n c e l l i n g  i n i t i a l  and r e t u r n  moves; t h e  o t h e r  
h a l f  a r e  moves i n  onward r epea t  move sequences. 
*;?For example, Long and Hansen (1977b) f i nd  t h a t  "of t hose  (born i n  
t h e  South) who leave,  t h e  most h igh ly  educated a r e  t h e  most l i k e l y  t o  
r e t u r n .  It 
migrat ion and t o  overes t imate  t h e  e f f e c t  of  educat ion on t h e  propens i ty  
t o  move. (The l e a s t  educated migrants  cance l  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  moves by 
moving back, while  t h e  most educated leave an a r e a  and s t a y  away.) 
This  a n a l y s i s  a l s o  has imp l i ca t i ons  f o r  s t u d i e s  of d e s t i n a t i o n  
choice .  I d e a l l y ,  we would l i k e  t o  know how p o t e n t i a l  migrants '  choices  
among a l t e r n a t i v e  d e s t i n a t i o n s  a r e  a f f e c t e d  by c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t hose  
p o t e n t i a l  d e s t i n a t i o n  a r ea s  and by c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  migrants  them- 
s e l v e s .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  we would l i k e  t o  know how t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 
d i f f e r e n t  d e s t i n a t i o n s  and ind iv idua l  migrants i n t e r a c t ,  s o  we could 
determine what t h e  p o t e n t i a l  migrants  would experience i n  each of t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  d e s t i n a t i o n s .  In  t h e  p re sen t  a n a l y s i s  we have r e s t r i c t e d  our  
a t t e n t i o n  t o  a sample of r ecen t  migrants  and have modelled t h e i r  choices  
among t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  of (1) s t a y i n g  where t hey  a r e ,  ( 2 )  r e t u r n i n g  t o  a 
p l ace  where they  l i ved  before ,  o r  ( 3 )  moving on t o  a new l o c a t i o n .  An 
a t t r a c t i v e  f e a t u r e  of t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of a l t e r n a t i v e  d e s t i n a t i o n s  
is  t h a t  t h e  migrant has a c t u a l l y  l i v e d  i n  two of  t h e  t h r e e  a l t e r n a t i v e  
loca t ions ;  t h u s ,  we can base our  e s t ima te  of what t h e  migrant might 
experience i n  t h e s e  l oca t ions  on h i s  own c u r r e n t  o r  p a s t  exper ience .  
Beneath t h e  aggregate  n e t  migra t ion  flows t h a t  r e d i s t r i b u t e  a popu- 
lati .on a r e  many ind iv idua l  migrants ,  o f t e n  moving s e v e r a l  times i n  
s ea rch  of an optimal l oca t ion .  This  paper has demonstrated t h a t  t h e  
concepts of l o c a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  c a p i t a l  and information c o s t s ,  whose coun- 
t e r p a r t s  have y ie lded  important i n s i g h t s  i n t o  o t h e r  a r ea s  of behavior ,  
a r e  a u se fu l  add i t i on  t o  models a t tempt ing  t o  understand t h i s  migra t ion  
behavior .  
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